Modality is a semantic medium that colors the way the language user views the world around him/ her in terms of certainty, necessity and obligation; hence, it places extra effort on the translator while attempting to capture modalistic shades of meaning. The task may become more challenging when the translator is dealing with a language pair where modality is grammar-oriented in one member (English, for example) and lexis-oriented in the other (Arabic, for example). The present paper aims to investigate the rendering of speaker participation in the speech event as embodied in modality when translating English fiction into Arabic. In particular, it will examine the corpus of two sets of data involving past modality (modal + have + past participle) extracted from two English novels which will be compared with their counterparts in the Arabic translations. Four main issues will be discussed. The first is to see whether the distinction between epistemic and deontic modality is maintained in translation. The second is to check whether the translators are sensitive to the import of modality in discourse as manifested in the speaker's attitudes toward what is happening. The third is to check whether English modalized propositions are sometimes erroneously rendered into modality-free Arabic propositions. Last, the study discusses the Arabic modality markers employed to capture past modality. Both a quantitative account (focusing on form and function) and a qualitative analysis (focusing on adequacy of translation procedures) are furnished.
Introduction
Most authors on the topic of modality (Halliday 1970; Lyons 1977; Perkins 1983; Coates 1983; and Palmer 1990; 2001, among others) divide English modal auxiliaries into two basic categories: epistemic and deontic. Epistemic modality involves the speaker's/writer's expressing his judgment of a state of affairs in terms of the likelihood of its occurrence apart from factual statements. For example, Mary is happily married expresses a factual statement from the speaker's perspective and is modality-free, i.e. the propositional content of the utterance is not interfered with by the utterance. By contrast, Mary may be happily married and Mary must be happily married involve the speaker's commitment to different degrees of certainty by employing the modals may and must epistemically. While the speaker expresses a weak degree of commitment in the former, s/he expresses a strong degree of commitment in the latter. For its part, deontic modality views any state of affairs in terms of necessity, which ranges between placing a strong obligation on the referent, e.g. Mary must see the manager and a weak one (permission), e.g. Mary may see the manager. Therefore, while epistemic modality views language as "information", deontic modality views it as "action" (Palmer 2001 ).
All accounts of English and Arabic modality emphasize the indeterminacy of the semantics of modal verbs where context plays a key role (compare the ability vs. the permission reading of Mary can speak French ‫الفرنسية‬ ‫تتحدث‬ ‫أن‬ ‫ماري‬ ‫,)تستطيع‬ where English verb can and the Arabic modal verb ‫تستطيع‬ both cause ambiguity which can be resolved only by referring to context. Sometimes, an English modal verb, e.g. must (which can be ambiguous between a deontic and an epistemic reading as in You must be very generous needs to be translated into two different modal verbs in Arabic (compare ً ‫كريما‬ ‫تكون‬ ‫أن‬ ‫يجب/ينبغي‬ vs. ‫كريم‬ ‫أنك‬ ّ ‫بد‬ ‫,ال‬ respectively). This indeterminacy parameter which plagues modality has not prevented some authors from suggesting some generalizations in the semantics of modal verbs/particles in English and Arabic. Zayed (1984) , for example, reduces the epistemic parameter in English and Arabic to may vs. must and rubamaa ‫ربما‬ vs. laa budda َّ ‫بد‬ ‫,ال‬ respectively, and the deontic parameter to may vs. must and yumkinu ‫يمكن‬ vs. yajibu ‫,يجب‬ respectively. De Haan (1997: 50) rightly improves on Zayed's typology by presenting each two items on separate continua, thus making it visible that the two types of modality exist in different degrees from weak to strong, as can be seen below: Nuyts et al. 2005 ) talk about a third type of modality (dynamic modality), which is traditionally listed under deontic modality. Dynamic modality basically involves the use of the modal verbs can/could and will/would in utterances where they assert propositions about the subject of the sentence without any traces of the producer's engaging in modalizing the proposition, whether epistemically or deontically, e.g. Nadal can easily win the US Open this year and Nadal will participate in the US Open this year. Both examples assert propositions relating to the subject (Nadal) without the speaker committing himself to any kind of inference or placing any kind of obligation on anyone. Because of the non-modalistic nature of dynamic modality, Gisborne (2007) goes as far as removing this type from the domain of modality altogether, arguing for a grammaticalization process of the modals can and will in such cases.
In terms of translation, Baker (1992) 
Objectives of Study
This study aims to answer the following questions: Discussion of Data
English Corpus
The corpus collected from Oracle Night and The Great Gatsby consists of 102 instances of using past modality (modal + have + past participle) distributed as shown in Table 1 and 2 below: As can be seen, Table 1 shows the frequency of employing English modal verbs in past modality in the two novels separately and combined. As for 
‫البوم...‬ ‫العيون‬ ‫ذا‬ ‫الرجل‬ ‫أن‬ ‫أقسم‬ ‫أن‬ ‫بوسعي‬ ‫كان‬
In the above examples, whereas (1) commits the producer to a very strong inference, (2) places a strong, unrealized obligation on the producer. For its turn, (3) views the unrealized past act (i.e. the producer's swearing) as both manageable and probable, thus combining deontic and epistemic modality.
Translation Corpus

Epistemic vs. Deontic vs. Combined
In response to the first research question regarding the translator's awareness of the distinction between epistemic, deontic and combined modality, two main observations can be made when examining the corpus. The first indicates that when English past modality is rendered in Arabic translation, the translators of the two novels under study are generally aware of the difference between epistemic and deontic modality in terms of expressing commitment to an inference vs. placing an obligation on some party. The second observation shows that both translators render several cases of epistemic modality into dynamic modality, as well as rendering some cases of deontic modality into dynamic modality (which applies to The Great Gatsby only). Table 3 below shows the frequency of these cases in the two novels separately and combined: (8) and (9) is asserted by dynamic modality in the Arabic renderings respectively. Therefore, the English back translations of the Arabic renderings would be (10) and (11) respectively: 10. And don't forget that in our present case there will be an inquest.
11. I imagine that the Foreign Office will contact the embassy in Washington …
To epistemically modalize the two propositions in Arabic, one needs to employ the past form of the Arabic copula, i.e. ‫كان‬ 'was' immediately before the modal auxiliary, as can be seen in (12) and (13) below respectively:
12. ‫استجواب‬ ‫هناك‬ ‫سيكون‬ ‫كان‬ ‫هذه‬ ‫حالتنا‬ ‫في‬ ‫تنس‬ ‫وال‬ 13. ‫السفارة‬ ‫مع‬ ‫تتواصل‬ ‫سوف‬ ‫كانت‬ ‫الخارجية‬ ‫وزارة‬ ‫أن‬ ‫أتصور‬ ‫واشنطن‬ ‫في‬
To avoid the use of two copulas in (11) and to improve the naturalness of (13), one would offer (14) and (15) The English sentence as well as its Arabic rendering in (16) features combined modality where epistemic and deontic modalities are shaded into each other, i.e. the speaker expresses a hypothetical past act involving both ability and probability.
In (17), by contrast, combined modality is shifted into dynamic modality where 'the act of swearing' is asserted rather than hypothesized/imagined. For its turn, the combined modality in (18) is removed altogether by rendering the English utterance into a modality-free Arabic utterance (see Section 4.2.3 on modality-free renderings). To see the discrepancy more clearly, following are the back translations of the Arabic renderings in (17) and (18) 
Erroneous Renderings within Epistemic and Deontic Modality
In response to the second research question regarding the translators' ability to capture the different nuances within deontic and epistemic modality, the translation corpus shows the following figures for erroneous renderings: To start with (25), the translator has rendered an English past hypothetical act which might have occurred into an Arabic past hypothetical act which was bound to occur, thus changing the speaker's commitment to the degree of certainty (i.e. from strong degree to a weak one). To capture a similar degree of certainty, one may suggest (29) below:
‫ضدنا‬ ‫ضربة‬ ‫أنه‬ ‫على‬ ‫ذلك‬ ‫فسرت‬ ‫لربما‬ ‫آخر‬ ‫مزاج‬ ‫في‬ ‫كنا‬ ‫لو‬ ‫جميعا‬
The modality problem in the Arabic rendering of (26) has to do with confusing a past hypothetical state of affairs which might have occurred with a real state of affairs that might occur. This serious problem stems from the translator's use of the modal particle ‫,قد‬ which is employed in Arabic to express the speaker's weak commitment to a state of affairs relating to the present or future, but not the past, where ‫كان‬ ‫ربما‬ or ‫كان‬ ‫لعل‬ are used. In this way, the Arabic rendering back-translates into (30) below:
30. I searched for any moment, incident or remark which might seem worthy.
To capture the modality in (26), one can offer (31) below:
‫تستحق.13‬ ‫كانت‬ ‫ربما‬ ‫إشارة‬ ‫أو‬ ‫حدث‬ ‫أو‬ ‫لحظة‬ ‫أي‬ ‫عن‬ ‫بحثت‬ ‫والمكفأة‬ ‫التقدير‬
For its turn, the Arabic rendering of (27) can hardly make any sense because the logic is fallacious, i.e. there cannot be congruence between a conditional possible future state of affair and its past realized one. In this way, the Arabic translation would back-translate into something like 'But if I think of that one day then I had thought that the thing had happened somehow, ...', which does not make sense for the same reason. Apparently, the translator is totally confused. First, he mistakenly employs the Arabic conditional marker ‫إن‬ (which marks real conditions) with ‫لو‬ (which indicates hypothetical conditions). Second, as a result of the first mishap, he failed to modalize the hypothetical act in the result clause. This two-fold problem has led to fallacious logic in his rendering. To capture modality in (27), one may offer (32) below:
‫حدث‬ ‫األمر‬ ‫حسبت‬ ‫لكنت‬ ‫يوما،‬ ‫بذلك‬ ‫فكرت‬ ‫كنت‬ ‫لو‬ ‫ولكنني‬ ‫ما‬ ‫نحو‬ ‫على‬
Last, the Arabic rendering of (28), just like that of (25), has changed the degree of hypothetical certainty from weak to strong. To remedy this mishap, one can offer (33) below:
‫ما‬ ‫غير‬ ‫الظروف‬ ‫كانت‬ ‫لو‬ ‫المحادثة‬ ‫هذه‬ ‫أن‬ ‫اآلن‬ ‫أدرك‬ ‫إنني‬ ‫حياتي‬ ‫في‬ ‫األزمات‬ ‫إحدى‬ ‫أحدثت‬ ‫لربما‬ ‫كانت،‬
Before closing this section, it is interesting to note that there is one instance where epistemic modality is erroneously rendered as combined modality, as can be observed in (35) 
Modality-free Renderings
In response to the third research question, Arabic modality-free renderings refer to those ones which do not exhibit any type of modality in con-trast with the English utterances which modalize their relevant states of affairs. Thus, modality in English is dispensed with by reducing it to zero-level in Arabic renderings. Table 5 below accounts for modality-free renderings in the corpus: In (39), the speaker's commitment to a past strong inference is rendered in Arabic as a an asserted past proposition, i.e. a modality-free proposition. Thus, the speaker's conclusion that 'Mr. Ford's tour must have been fanciful' is changed to the speaker's assertion that 'Mr. Ford's tour was fanciful'. To capture this nuance of modality in Arabic, one can offer ‫وهمية‬ ‫كانت‬ ... ‫السياحية‬ ‫فورد‬ ‫السيد‬ ‫جولة‬ ‫أن‬ ّ ‫بد‬ ‫ال‬ ‫.إذن‬ For its turn, (40) views a realized state of affairs as a past obligation on the speaker, i.e. the speaker happened to have the obligation to rent a house. This nuance of deontic modality is reduced to zero-level modality in the Arabic rendering, which back-translates into 'It was a matter of chance that I rented a house ...'. To add deontic modality to the Arabic rendering, one can offer ‫الصدفة‬ ‫قبيل‬ ‫من‬ ‫كان‬ ‫وقد‬
The last example (41) refers to a hypothetical situation where the referent would have said something, whereas its Arabic translation refers to a real situation where the referent is saying something. Thus, the Arabic rendering back-translates into 'And the onlooker says that they are conspiring together'. To capture the modality as embodied in the hypothetical situation, the Arabic rendering may look like ‫معا‬ ‫يتآمران‬ ‫كانا‬ ‫أنهما‬ ‫سيقول‬ ‫كان‬ ‫إليهما‬ ‫.والناظر‬
Arabic Markers of Past Modality
The data offers a variety of Arabic markers of past modality. This section will mention these markers and exemplify them by utterances from the corpus. The markers will include only those rendered properly from English into Arabic.
Deontic Modality
Deontic modality does not seem to pose a serious problem to both translators. The deontic corpus features 10 proper renderings out of 11 instances (about 91% accuracy) distributed as shown in Table 6 below: 
As can be seen in Table 6 , the range of Arabic deontic markers covers the most familiar tools, viz. the modalizing particle ‫,على‬ the modalizing verb ‫,ينبغي‬ and lexically modalizing expressions such as ‫يجدر‬ and ‫.حريا‬ There is one interesting observation in the above Table. That is, the choice between the most frequent makers ‫على(‬ ‫كان‬ and ‫ينبغي‬ ‫)كان‬ is clearly governed by the translator's preference, viz. while ‫على‬ ‫كان‬ is employed in ON, it is not in GG, and the converse applies to ‫ينبغي‬ ‫.كان‬
Following are illustrative examples of all the markers in 
Epistemic Modality
Epistemic modality seems to involve a problematic area to both translators in contrast with deontic modality, viz. the corpus attests 49 proper renderings out of 83 instances (only 59% accuracy). The distribution of the most frequent proper epistemic markers is displayed in Table 7 : In the Arabic rendering of (55), the translator ‫كأني‬ ‫كنت‬ "As if I had been" instead of ‫كنت‬ ‫لعلني‬ or ‫كنت‬ ‫لربما‬ 'I might have been' to capture the speaker's weak commitment, which may sound workable in this context. In (54), we find ‫لعل‬ plus an Arabic lexical verb ‫ّرت(‬ ‫)عب‬ rather than the copula ‫)كان(‬ as in (51) above. It should be noted that ‫لعل‬ is used with the copula when the reference is to a state (51 above), whereas it comes with a lexical verb when the reference is to an act (54 above). Finally, the hypothetical causative would have [their roofs] thatched is properly rendered by ‫وافقوا‬ ‫(أصحابها(‬ ‫أن‬ ‫,لو‬ thus capturing the hypothetical conditionality.
Conclusions
Several conclusions can be drawn from this study. Firstly, while the distinction between deontic and epistemic modality is generally captured by the translators of the two novels (75/80 instances observe the distinction), epistemic modality (in contrast with deontic modality) proves to be more challenging when it comes to capturing the nuances within each category, viz. there are no erroneous renderings within the deontic category, whereas the corpus instantiates 17/83 (20.5%) erroneous renderings within the epistemic category. This finding points to the importance of alerting student translators as well as translation practitioners to nuances involved within epistemic modality, especially the difference between the speaker's committing himself to a weak vs. a strong past inference.
Secondly, the Arabic corpus shows 5/102 (5%) instances of dynamic modality which all correspond to English epistemic counterparts. This indicates that the translators sometimes confuse epistemic modality with dynamic modality where the speaker asserts a proposition via ‫,سوف/س‬ which corresponds to 'will' in English. We have seen that such a modal does not perspectivize the speaker's orientation toward the proposition he expresses but rather merely asserts it, i.e. reducing it to zero-level modality. Similarly, combined modality bas been confused with dynamic modality, viz. 2 out of the 6 cases of combined are rendered into dynamic modality. Hence, it is important for translators to be sensitive to the difference between epistemic and combined modality on the one hand and dynamic modality on the other in English/Arabic translation.
Thirdly, modality-free Arabic renderings have their share in the corpus (17/102 -16.66%). Together with other inaccurate renderings (17 erroneous renderings within the epistemic category and 7 dynamic modality renderings) account for 41 instances (a fully 40.2% of the entire corpus). This significant finding proves beyond doubt that even professional translators are in serious need of remedial work in the area of translating English past modality into Arabic.
Finally, the present study provides a frequency data-based listing of the Arabic modal markers that may be employed in all types of past modality, i.e. deontic, epistemic and combined. Such a listing can be taken as a preliminary step toward standardizing modal markers in a scantily researched messy area in Arabic grammar.
